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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 10-12, 14, 15, 22-29, and 31-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Togawa (EP 0761387) in view of Kojima et al (US 6,989,228). 

Togawa teaches a polishing apparatus and a method of polishing and then cleaning 
substrates comprising at least two polishing units/section (la, lb) and cleaning units 
(7a,7b,8a,8b). The pairs of cleaning units are disposed on one side of the transfer line. Cleaning 
units 8a,8b also serves as a drying unit, according page 4 lines 42-49. According to page 4, lines 
47-49 the cleaning units 7a, 7b perform the same cleaning function. The first cleaning unit cleans 
one substrate at a time as described in page 5 lines 41-52. Transfer robots 4a, 4b are used as 
conveyor to the substrate throughout the polishing apparatus. Col. 5 lines 25-30 teaches that 
cleaning units 7a, 7b are primary cleaning units while 8a,8b are secondary cleaning units able to 
perform the same cleaning process. Togowa et al fails to teach a step wherein the first and 
second substrate are cleaned in the common (same) chamber. 

The omission of one of the secondary cleaning units of Togowa would have been an 
obvious modification in the parallel processing steps of Togowa since there are two secondary 
cleaning units that perform the same cleaning function. Thus, one of the cleaning units is 
redundant. 
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According to In re Wilson 153 USPQ 740, the omission of an element with the 
consequent loss of its function is obvious. The consequence of omitting one of the secondary 
cleaning units of Togowa would be that that the primary cleaning steps would occur 
simultaneously while the secondary step would occur consecutively. 

Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to omit one of the secondary cleaning units of Togowa per In re Wilson. 

Regarding the step wherein the primary cleaning step is longer than the secondary 
cleaning step, col. 5 lines 15-30 teaches that the primary cleaning step comprises scrubbing both 
sides of the wafer whereas the secondary cleaning unit comprises spin cleaning/drying. Note also 
that the number of cleaning units maybe modified as taught in col.6 lines 49-57 of Togowa as a 
matter of optimization. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 of Togawa cites that parallel processing is performed to increase 
throughput, such that a workpiece is polished by a polishing unit /cleaning unit pair on one side 
of the apparatus as another workpiece is processed by the same type of pair on the opposite side 
of the transfer line. 

Regarding claims 14 and 31 : Togawa fails to specify that the cleaning unit supplies an 
etching liquid. Nevertheless, Togawa does cite in page 2 line 29 that the wafer is cleaned by 
water. 

3. Claims 1, 10-12, 14, 15, 22-29, and 31-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Katsuoka et al (US 6,918,814) in view of Kojima et al (US 6,989,228). 
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Katsuoka et al teaches a pair of polishing units 10a, 10b, a pair of primary cleaning units 
18a,b, and secondary cleaning units of 14a,b. Col7 line 22 Katsuoka et al teaches that the 
polishing apparatus works in a parallel fashion, see col. 7 lines 34-43. 

Katsuoka et al in col.6 lines 47-50 teaches that the cleaning units are selected to suit 
applications and fails to teach the specific type of cleaning apparatus performing the cleaning 
steps. 

Katsuoka et al fails to teach a step wherein the first and second substrate are cleaned in the same 
chamber. 

Regarding the use of the same common cleaning chamber: 
Katsuoka et al teaches parallel processing of the workpieces in col. 7 lines 22-46. 
Neither Katsuoka et al nor Kojima et al specifically teach a common cleaning chamber. 
The omission of one of the secondary cleaning units of Katsuoka would have been an obvious 
modification in the parallel processing steps of Katsuoka since there are two secondary cleaning 
units that perform the same cleaning function. According to In re Wilson 153 USPQ 740, the 
omission of an element with the consequent loss of its function is obvious. The consequence of 
omitting one of the secondary cleaning units of Katsuoka would be that that the primary cleaning 
steps would occur simultaneously while the secondary step would occur consecutively. 
Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention to omit one of the secondary cleaning units of Katsuoka per In re Wilson. 
Regarding the step wherein the primary cleaning step is longer than the secondary cleaning step 
the primary cleaning units 18 scrub the front and back surfaces of the wafer while the secondary 
cleaning unit 14 performs spin cleaning/drying according to col.6 lines 47-65. The problem of 
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wafers backing up the system was resolved by Katsuoka according to col.7 lines 60-67. It is a 
matter of optimization and using the steps already available within the process to implement a 
series of steps to ensure that the time difference between the primary and secondary cleaning 
units does not cause a backup throughout the process. Thus, it would have been obvious for one 
of ordinary skill the art at the time of the claimed invention to implement the solution (adjust 
process times) to a known problem (wafer backup) in other areas of the process as it was utilized 
in the polishing processes. 

Regarding claims 14 and 3 1 : Katsuoka et al fails to specify that the cleaning unit 
supplies an etching liquid. Nevertheless, Katsuoka et al does cite in col. 7 lines 45-58 that the 
wafer is cleaned by water. 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The prior art listed below all teach the optimization of the number of chambers and 
time of process in the chamber: 

US 6074443 
US 5429070 
US 5928389 
US 6132564 
US 6454909 
US 6270582 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 10-12,14,15,22-29, and 31-34 have been 
considered but are persuasive. 
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Both the prior art of Togo wa et al and that of Katsuoka address the obviousness of 
modification of the number of process chambers and a matter of optimization in both 
prior art though two secondary cleaning units are available. It is widely known in the art 
to take one of the redundant chambers off-line as a matter of optimization or for the 
purposes of maintenance and repair. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sylvia R. Mac Arthur whose telephone number is 571-272-1438. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F during the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on 571-272-1435. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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